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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Newly added claims 20-22. and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Miller et al. (Miller, 6,052,745). 

With regard to claim 20, Miller discloses a data transfer control system (shown 
generally at Figs. 1 (a, b)) for transferring data through a bus, comprising: a command 
processing section (in Miller, it is clear that the external interface unit 160 is readable as 
the so-called "command processing section," see also column 2, lines 7-20) which 
receives a command packet (a read/write request, for example, asserted by CPU 130, 
for example, see at least column 4, lines 61-62, column 6, line 37) transferred through a 
first bus (local bus PLB) and issues a command included in the command packet (it is 
clear that the interface unit 160 must subsequently issues a read/write command 
included in the request asserted by the CPU 130) to a device (it is clear that peripheral 
devices are connected to the interface unit 160 via an external bus, see at least column 
1, lines 15-17) connected with a second bus (external bus , Fig. 1a); and a Direct 
Memory Access (DMA) transfer instruction section (DMA controller 140). Miller further 
discloses that the CPU 130 or master 20/22 sets a fixed data length irrespective of the 
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type of issued command. For example, for a single read transfer shown Fig. 2, it is clear 
that since it is a single read, the data length is fixed. Another example is Fig. 3, which 
shows a four-word line read transfer. Since this is a four-word line transfer, as the name 
clearly implies, it is clear that the data length is fixed. In another example, a burst 
transfer is described, wherein under a burst transfer protocol, fixed length burst of data 
is provided when requested by the master, see at least column 4, line 48 to column 5, 
line 5, Fig. 1b, and claim 1 of Miller. After fixed length burst, for example, is requested, 
data transfer is started to or from the peripheral device (column 1, lines 15-17) 
connected to the external bus (Fig. 1a). In summary, in Miller, fixed length data transfers 
are controlled by the CPU 130 or master 20/22. With regard to already-cited limitations 
in newly added claims 20-27, see discussion above. With regard to newly introduced 
limitation in newly added claims 20-27, see discussion below, under "Response to 
Arguments." 

Miller does not disclose that fixed length data transfers can be controlled by the 
DMA 140, instead of the CPU 130 or master 22/26. 

However, using DMA controller for data transfers instead using the CPU is old 
and well-known in the art. It is important to note that DMA controller (direct memory 
access controller) is system that can control the memory system without using the CPU 
to provide faster data transfer, and only one or the other of the PCU and the DMA can . 
use the memory at the same time, see at least "What is Direct Memory Access (DMA)?" 
cited below. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the DMA instead of the CPU to control data transfer, 
particularly fixed length data transfer, as in Miller, since the use of DMA for controlling 
data transfer without the use of the CPU is old and well-known (as evidenced by at least 
"What is Direct Memory Access (DMA)?"); and using DMA for data transfer in Miller, for 
the purpose of providing faster data transfer, only involves ordinary skill in the art. 
With regard to claim 21 , it is clear from Miller that either the master or peripheral device 
in Miller can issue a command indicating completion processing. See at least column 6, 
lines 41-45. With regard to claim 22, it is clear that the local bus 120 is a bus through 
which data is transferred according to a first interface standard (defined by IBM 
Powerpc protocol) and the external bus is a bus through which data is transferred 
according to a second interface standard, a peripheral bus interface different from the 
Powerpc bus interface. Further, it is clear that command packet is a packet defined by a 
"higher" layer of the Powerpc interface. With regard to claims 10-14, 17, and 18, see 
discussion above. With regard to claims 24-26, see discussion above and also 
discussion under "Response to Arguments." 

Response to Arguments 

Applicants' arguments filed 8/25/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

At the outset, Applicants are reminded that claims subject to examination will be 
given their broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification. In re 
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Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55 (Fed. Cir. 1997). In fact, the "examiner has the duty of 
police claim language by giving it the broadest reasonable interpretation." Springs 
Window Fashions LP v. Novo Industries, LP., 65 USPQ2d 1862, 1830, (Fed. Cir. 
2003). Applicants are also reminded that claimed subject matter not the specification, is 
the measure of the invention. Disclosure contained in the specification cannot be read 
into the claims for the purpose of avoiding the prior art. In re Sporck, 55 CCPA 743, 386 
F.2d, 155 USPQ 687 (1986). 

With this in mind, the discussion will focus on how the terms and relationships 
thereof in the claims are met by the references. Response to any limitations that are not 
in the claims or any arguments that are irrelevant and/or do not relate to any specific 
claim language will not be warranted. 

The 103 Rejection: 

Applicants argue that "Miller states in column 1 , lines 1 5 to 1 7 that the 
"peripherals in a computer system were normally attached to the processor via an 
external bus now are attached to a local bus" (PLB in a computer system). Accordingly, 
in Fig. 1 of Miller the peripheral devices (master device, slave device) are attached to 
the local bus PLB but not to the external bus. Therefore, it is clear that the assertion of 
the Office Action is incorrect." 

In response to Applicants' argument, it is clear that not ALL peripherals are 
connected to the local bus. As a matter of fact, Miller discloses that " many of the 
peripherals in a computer system were normally attached to the processor via an 
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external bus now are attached to a local bus." It is clear that "many of the peripherals" 
does not equate to "all of the peripherals." Further, if there is no peripheral connected to 
the external bus then there is no reason for the External Bus Interface Unit 160 and the 
External Bus to be present in the circuit shown in Fig. 1 A. 

Applicants further argue that "Miller is silent about omitting decode processing of 
a command (which is included in a command packet transferred through a first bus) for 
calculating the size of a DMA data length and issuing the command to a device 
connected with the second bus. Instead, Miller discloses decode processing of a 
command from calculating the size of a data length for a burst transfer. See column 4, 
line 36 to column 5, line 5 of Miller. Unless decode processing of a command is carried 
out, it is impossible to generate the BE signals shown in Table 2 of Miller (see column 5 
of Miller). 

In response to Applicants' argument, column 4, line 36 to column 5, line 5 of 
Miller, does NOT disclose "decoding processing of a command." The true table (Table. 
2) shows the predetermined output states for every possible combination of input states. 
The slave does not have to decode any signal. The slave can access this information 
and know ahead of time when the transfer will end (see col. 5, lines 19-21). Further, 
there is no reason to calculate the size of data length using decode processing, since 
Miller provides fixed data length. In any event, it is only an OPTION to provide data 
length information using BE signals (see column 5, lines 43-64). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Amended claims 1-3, 5-9, 12-14, and 16-19 are allowed. 

Newly added claims 23 and 27 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Khanh Dang at 
telephone number 571-272-3626. 



